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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: 

The Examiner contacted Applicant's representative for clarification regarding the election of species of a targeting 
moiety. Applicant's reply indicates that "antibody binding domain" was elected (see page 8); however, it was not clear 
whether Applicant intended to elect species (i) or (ii) as set forth on page 4 of the restriction requirement, which 
correspond to claims 3 and 4, respectively. 

Ms. Bradley clarified that Applicant has elected species (i) of a "Variable region of an antibody binding domain" as in 
claim 3, and that claim 4 should be withdrawn as indicated on page 8 of Applicant's response. 

The Examiner also indicated that claims 17 and 19 would also be withdrawn from consideration as they do not read on 
the elected species of targeting moiety and/or active moiety. Specifically, claim 17 appears to relate only to nucleic 
acid embodiments not elected for consideration, and claim 19 relates to the generalized targeting moiety 
corresponding to species (ii), which was not elected for consideration. 



